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Ballistic  Missile  Defenses: 
No  Path  to  Security 


Pres.  Bush,  in  his  first  major  speech  on  global 
security,  called  for  a  new  approach  to  U.S.  nuclear 
weapons  strategy.  In  the  May  1  speech  he  said,  "We 
must  seek  security  based  on  more  than  the  grim 
premise  that  we  can  destroy  those  who  seek  to 
destroy  us.  Deterrence  can  no  longer  be  based  solely 
on  the  threat  of  nuclear  retaliation."  He  went  on  to 
say  that  the  1972  Anti-Ballistic  Missile  Treaty  has 
become  a  relic  of  a  by-gone  era  and  that  the  new  era 
demands  a  new  approach  that  includes  a  ballistic 
missile  defense  system. 

We  at  FCNL  have  long  agreed  with  the  idea  that  the 
current  nuclear  balance  of  terror  is  a  morally 
bankrupt  and  dangerous  policy.  It  should  be 
abandoned.  However,  the  President's  plan  to  build  a 
ballistic  missile  shield  is  a  step  in  the  wrong 
direction.  Contrary  to  the  administration's  claim, 
this  new  nuclear  force  posture  will  undermine  global 
security  by  stimulating  the  proliferation  of  nuclear 
weapons  and  ballistic  missiles. 

Under  the  President's  plan,  the  U.S.  would 
maintain  its  current  overwhelming  superiority  in 
offensive  nuclear  weapons  over  all  nations. 

Adding  a  ballistic  missile  shield  to  the  U.S. 
repertoire  would  further  imbalance  the  equation. 
Thus,  whether  or  not  the  U.S.  ultimately  develops 
a  functional  missile  shield,  military  planners  at 
work  now  in  Russia,  China,  and  other  potential 
adversaries  would  have  to  assume  that  a  missile 
shield  is  a  possibility  and  plan  accordingly. 

In  the  light  of  the  history  of  arms  races,  what  sorts 
of  plans  do  we  anticipate  other  nations  making  if 


the  U.S.  proceeds  along  the  path  that  Pres.  Bush 
has  laid  out? 

Russia  will  modernize  its  forces  rather  than  disarm. 
China  will  deploy  dozens  more  intercontinental 
ballistic  missiles  (it  only  has  about  20  now),  with 
more  warheads  on  each.  India  will  respond  to 
China's  build-up,  and  Pakistan  will  respond  to 
India's.  Some  nations  may  resume  nuclear  weapons 
tests.  Current  international  restraints  on  nuclear  and 
missile  proliferation  will  wither.  An  accelerated 
Chinese  nuclear  weapons  program  may  move  Japan 
to  remilitarize,  and  South  Korea  to  further  militarize. 

International  cooperation  for  arms  control  and 
disarmament  will  do  far  more  to  advance  lasting 
peace  and  security,  at  much  lower  cost,  than 
"smart"  weapons  and  missile  shields.  However, 
because  the  U.S.  has  the  most  intimidating  nuclear 
arsenal  and  has  the  greatest  potential  to  expand  its 
nuclear  dominance,  effective  measures  to  stop  the 
spread  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction  and  to 
accelerate  their  dismantling  requires  U.S. 
leadership.  Many  other  governments  would 
welcome  this  kind  of  U.S.  leadership. 

In  such  an  international  climate,  it  would  be  more 
difficult  for  "countries  of  concern"  to  persist  in 
pursuing  nuclear  weapons  development.  Pres. 
Bush  and  Congress  should  take  the  first  steps 
toward  increasing  global  security  by  halting  the 
missile  shield  program,  ordering  U.S.  nuclear 
weapons  off  high  alert,  reducing  the  U.S.  nuclear 
arsenal,  and  advancing  bilateral  and  multilateral 
arms  control.  ■ 
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'Fuzzy'  Logic  on  Missile  Defense 

President  Bush's  latest  speech  on  missile  defense  on  May  1  did  little  more 
than  repeat  the  same  disingenuous  arguments  made  during  his  cam¬ 
paign.  While  missile  defense  should  be  evaluated  on  the  basis  of  the  four 
common-sense  criteria  of  cost,  technological  readiness,  effect  on  arms 
control,  and  the  presence  of  a  threat.  Bush  made  no  mention  of  the  first 
three  criteria  and  talked  only  in  vague  terms  about  the  threat.  Instead,  he 
skirted  the  issue  by  attacking  the  1972  Anti-Ballistic  Missile  Treaty  and 
talking  about  how  the  world  has  changed  over  the  past  30  years. 

BUSH:  "More  nations  have  nuclear  weapons  and  still  more  have 
nuclear  aspirations." 

REALITY:  Thirty  years  ago  the  world  had  five  nuclear  powers:  the  U.S., 
U.S.S.R.,  Britain,  France,  and  China.  Several  other  countries,  including 
India,  Israel,  Pakistan,  and  North  Korea,  were  already  engaging  in 
nuclear  research.  In  recent  years,  the  number  of  states  possessing  or 
seeking  nuclear  weapons  has  actually  decreased.  Although  Iran  and  Iraq 
can  be  considered  to  have  nuclear  aspirations,  several  other  countries  — 
South  Africa,  Ukraine,  Kazakhstan,  Belarus,  Argentina,  and  Brazil  — 
have  abandoned  their  nuclear  programs  and  joined  the  Non-Prolifera¬ 
tion  Treaty  as  non-nuclear  weapon  states.  Thus,  the  world  is  hardly  the 
nuclear  free-for-all  that  the  President's  language  implies. 

BUSH:  "Some  [countries]  already  have  developed  a  ballistic  missile 
technology  that  would  allow  them  to  deliver  weapons  of  mass  destruc¬ 
tion  at  long  distances  and  incredible  speeds,  and  a  number  of  these 
countries  are  spreading  these  technologies  around  the  world." 

REALITY:  Most  countries  developing  ballistic  missile  technology  pos¬ 
sess  systems  capable  of  traveling  only  modest  distances.  The  only  coun¬ 
tries  that  currently  possess  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles  (ICBMs) 
capable  of  hitting  U.S.  territory  as  well  as  nuclear  warheads  that  can 
be  mounted  on  ICBMs  are  Russia,  Britain,  France,  and  China.  The 
U.S.  insists  that  missile  defense  is  not  directed  against  Russia  and 
China,  and  Britain  and  France  are  U.S.  allies.  Although  North  Korea 
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by  John  Isaacs,  Council  for  a  Livable  World" 

may  be  developing  a  longer-range  ICBM,  there  are 
less  expensive  and  more  effective  alternatives  to 
missile  defenses  for  dealing  with  this  threat.  For 
instance,  the  U.S.  can  negotiate  an  agreement  with 
North  Korea  that  would  eliminate  its  development 
and  export  of  ballistic  missile  technology. 

BUSH:  "Defenses  can  strengthen  deterrence  by 
reducing  the  incentive  for  proliferation." 

REALITY:  This  statement  contradicts  one  of  the 
main  arguments  of  missile  defense  proponents:  that 
deterrence  does  not  work  against  "irrational"  rogue 
states'  leaders  determined  to  attack  the  U.S.  If  such 
states  are  not  deterred  by  certain  and  devastating 
U.S.  retaliation,  then  they  would  not  be  deterred  by 
an  anti-ballistic  missile  system  that  even  Secretary  of 
Defense  Donald  Rumsfeld  admits  would  be  less 
than  perfect. 

Furthermore,  missile  defenses  do  nothing  to  discour¬ 
age  proliferation,  and  may  make  the  problem  worse 
by  stimulating  buildups  in  offensive  nuclear  forces 
around  the  world.  Some  countries  may  simply 
build  more  missiles  in  order  to  overwhelm  the  anti¬ 
missile  system.  According  to  an  August  2000 
National  Intelligence  Estimate,  China's  nuclear  arse¬ 
nal  may  increase  to  ten  times  its  present  size  as  a 
response  to  U.S.  missile  defenses.  A  Chinese 
buildup  could  in  turn  spark  nuclear  buildups  in 
India  and  Pakistan. 

Another  option  for  overwhelming  missile  defenses 
would  be  to  place  multiple  warheads  on  individual 
missiles.  Russia  could  equip  each  of  its  new  Topol 
SS-27  ICBMs  with  as  many  as  three  independently 
targetable  warheads,  a  step  that  would  entail  Rus¬ 
sia's  withdrawal  from  the  START  II  agreement, 
which  prohibits  multiple-warhead  ICBMs. 

Countries  such  as  North  Korea  could  employ  simple 
and  inexpensive  countermeasures  to  confuse  the 
missile  defense  system.  According  to  a  September 
1999  National  Intelligence  Estimate,  China  and  Rus¬ 
sia  already  possess  the  technology  for  such  counter¬ 
measures,  and  may  be  willing  to  sell  the  technology 
to  interested  states. 

Finally,  countries  such  as  China  and  North  Korea 
that  have  been  major  suppliers  of  missile  technology 
may  react  to  U.S.  missile  defenses  by  refusing  to 
cooperate  on  nonproliferation  efforts  and  increasing 
their  missile  exports. 


BUSH:  "When  ready,  and  working  with  Congress, 
we  will  deploy  missile  defenses  to  strengthen  global 
security  and  stability."  ....  "We're  not  presenting  our 
friends  and  allies  with  unilateral  decisions  already 
made." 

REALITY:  Although  President  Bush  has  repeatedly 
vowed  to  consult  with  U.S.  allies  on  the  subject  of 
missile  defense,  other  administration  statements 
indicate  that  the  decision  has  already  been  made. 

For  instance,  in  a  September  2000  campaign  speech 
at  the  Citadel,  Bush  stated,  "If  Russia  refuses  the 
changes  which  we  propose  in  the  ABM  Treaty,  we 
will  give  prompt  notice,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
treaty,  that  we  can  no  longer  be  a  party  to  it." 
Promises  of  consultations  appear  to  be  nothing  more 
than  a  euphemism  for  telling  our  allies  to  "deal  with 
it."  According  to  Sen.  Carl  Levin  (D-MI),  "President 
Bush's  speech  on  missile  defenses  was  a  unilateral 
decision  wrapped  in  conciliatory  rhetoric."  ■ 

^  John  Isaacs,  Council  for  a  Livable  World,  110  Marxjland 
Avenue,  NE,  Washington,  D.C.  20002;  (202)  543-4100 
ext. 131;  <umnv.clw.org>. 
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"Missile  Defense":  A  Euphemism? 


Euphemism,  n.  the  substitutiou  of  an  agreeable  or  inoffen¬ 
sive  expression  for  one  that  may  offend  or  suggest  some¬ 
thing  unpleasant.  [Webster's  New  Collegiate  Dictio¬ 
nary] 

E\'eryone  refers  to  the  proposed  shield  against 
nuclear-tipped,  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles  as  a 
"missile  defense  system."  Beginning  with  the  Strate¬ 
gic  Defense  Initiative  of  the  Reagan  era,  and  continu¬ 
ing  with  the  Clinton-era  National  Missile  Defense 
and  now  Pres.  Bush's  missile  defense,  the  rationale 
for  developing  such  a  system  which  the  government 
has  presented  to  the  public  has  been  that  the  system 
will  protect  the  U.S.  from  either  a  deliberate  missile 
attack  by  a  rogue  nation  or  from  an  accidental 
launch  by  a  country  like  Russia. 

Does  this  rationale  accurately  represent  the  thinking 
of  U.S.  military  planners?  As  we  follow  the  debates 
here  in  Washington,  we  begin  to  suspect  that  the 
w'ord  defense  is  just  another  euphemism,  a  cosmetic 
front  for  an  ugly  reality. 

We  hear  that  the  U.S.  military  seeks  "full  spectrum 
dominance"  over  other  countries.  That  w^ould  be  a 
change  from  the  relationship  that  currently  exists 
between  the  U.S.  and  other  nations.  At  present,  the 
U.S.  gov'emment,  when  considering  possible  mili¬ 
tary  actions  against  other  nations,  has  to  take  into 
account  the  likely  responses  to  a  U.S.  military  threat. 

The  U.S.  military  seeks  to  eliminate  that  constraint. 

It  appears  that  the  U.S.  military  wishes  to  have  the 


option  to  threaten  or  initiate  a  military  attack  against 
North  Korea,  China,  or  another  country  without  risk¬ 
ing  a  possible  retaliatory  threat  or  attack. 

Presently,  if  the  U.S.  were  to  initiate  military  action 
against  China,  the  Chinese  government  could 
respond  with  a  missile  that  could  reach  Hawaii,  Cal¬ 
ifornia,  or  Alaska.  The  proposed  missile  shield 
could  radically  unbalance  this  already  shaky  equilib¬ 
rium.  A  functional  missile  shield  would  prevent 
China  (or  any  other  nation)  from  defending  itself 
against  such  U.S.  military  threats.  The  U.S.  would, 
thus,  dominate  any  situation. 

Viewed  this  way,  a  missile  shield  is  hardly  the 
benign  defense  system  that  it  is  portrayed  to  be. 
Rather,  it  looks  like  an  aggressive,  militaristic 
approach  to  global  domination. 

Names  are  important.  When  it  comes  to  weapons 
appropriations,  we  use  the  term  militan/  spending 
rather  than  the  government's  term  defense  spending 
because  we  consider  it  more  accurate.  We  think  that 
the  proposed  "missile  defense"  needs  a  new  name, 
too.  Should  it  be  called  the  "Dominator  System"? 
The  "Enforcer  System"?  What  would  you  call  it? 

Send  your  suggestions  to  "Name  that  Missile 
Shield,"  FCNL,  245  Second  Street,  NE,  Washington, 
DC  20002  or  email  them  to  <fcnl@fcnl.org>.  We'll 
post  your  suggestions  on  our  web  site  and  use  the 
best  to  introduce  some  plain  talk  into  the  missile 
shield  debate.  ■ 


What  About  China? 


In  February,  Secretary  of  Defense  Donald  Rumsfeld 
said:  "I  don't  think  anyone  can  make  a  case  that  mis¬ 
sile  defense  is  a  particular  problem  for  China" 
(Defense  Nrws,  February  26,  2001). 

Many  in  China  would  disagree.  In  the  view  of  the 
Chinese  government,  the  U.S.  missile  plan  probably 
ranks  second  only  to  U.S.  weapons  sales  to  Taiwan 
as  a  serious  problem  in  U.S.-China  relations.  Dingli 
Shen,  professor  of  international  relations  and  deputy 
director  of  the  Center  for  American  Studies  at  Fudan 
University  in  Shanghai,  has  identified  two  key  areas 


of  concern  with  respect  to  the  proposed  missile  plan. 
"One  is  that  the  NMD  [National  Missile  Defense  sys¬ 
tem]  will  destabilize  the  world  order  and  harm  inter¬ 
national  relations.  The  other  is  that  NMD's  adver¬ 
tised  technical  capability  will  undermine  China's 
strategic  deterrence,  weakening  China's  confidence 
in  its  strategic  retaliatory  capability"  (Defense  News, 
February  26, 2001). 

Ambassador  Chas.  W.  Freeman,  former  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  U.S.  diplomat  in  Beijing, 

(continued  on  page  5) 
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Reducing  the  Threat  of  a 

Does  a  missile  shield  offer  the  best  protection  against 
a  deliberate  missile  attack  by  a  so-called  rogue  state 
such  as  North  Korea  or  Iraq?  Two  senior  policy  ana¬ 
lysts  at  the  Fourth  Freedom  Forum,  David  Cortright 
and  Alistair  Millar,  present  the  case  for  diplomatic 
engagement  as  a  better  approach. 

★  ★  ★  ★  ★ 

"The  Korean  Peninsula  offers  one  of  the  most 
promising  examples  of  the  effectiveness  of  diplomat¬ 
ic  engagement  as  a  means  of  reducing  nuclear  dan¬ 
gers.  In  1994  North  Korea  and  the  United  States 
negotiated  the  Agreed  Framework  that  put  an  end 
to  Pyongyang's  nuclear  production  program.  Under 
the  terms  of  that  agreement.  North  Korea  agreed  to 
halt  its  production  of  missile  materials,  to  end  the 
reprcKessing  of  spent  nuclear  fuel,  and  to  open  its 
nuclear  facilities  to  on-site  inspection.  In  return  the 
United  States  and  its  partners  (South  Korea  and 
Japan)  agreed  to  supply  the  North  with  fuel  oil  and 
safer,  less  proliferation-prone  nuclear  reactors,  and 
to  begin  the  process  of  diplomatic  engagement.  The 
Agreed  Framework  has  been  a  significant  success. 

The  North  Korean  nuclear  production  program  is 
shut  down  and  remains  under  international  inspec¬ 
tion  today.  The  North  Korean  nuclear  threat  is  effec¬ 
tively  contained. 


Nuclear  Missile  Attack 

"A  similar  bargain  is  possible  now  with  Pyongyang's 
ballistic  missile  program.  North  Korea  has  repeated¬ 
ly  said  that  it  will  give  up  the  development  of  ballis¬ 
tic  missiles  in  exchange  for  a  lifting  of  U.S.  economic 
sanctions  and  the  normalization  of  diplomatic  and 
commercial  relations.  The  Clinton  administration 
partially  lifted  sanctions  last  year  and  came  tantaliz- 
ingly  close  to  negotiating  a  missile  agreement  in  its 
final  days  in  office.  Under  the  terms  of  the  tentative 
agreement.  North  Korea  would  refrain  from  the  test¬ 
ing  of  ballistic  missiles  and  halt  the  transfer  of  such 
weapons  to  other  countries. 

"Such  an  arrangement  would  effectively  end  the 
missile  threat  from  North  Korea.  President  Bush  has 
been  urged  to  move  quickly  to  close  the  deal,  but  he 
recently  told  visiting  South  Korean  president  Kim 
Dae  Jung  that  his  administration  is  in  no  hurry  to 
resume  negotiations  with  the  North."  ■ 

★  ★  ★  ★  ★ 

Excerpted  from  "A  Better  Missile  Defense  Program: 
International  Cooperation  and  Disarmament"  by  David 
Cortright  and  Alistair  Millar,  Inforum,  Spring  2001. 
Published  by  the  Fourth  Freedom  Forum,  Inc.,  803  N. 
Main  St.,  Goshen,  IN  46528.  Phone:  800-233-6786. 


What  About  China?  (continued  from  page  4) 

observ  ed,  "If  it  is  true  that  China's  nuclear  deterrent 
consists  of  some  20  or  so  ancient,  creaking  DF-5's 
[intercontinental  ballistic  missiles],  the  national  mis¬ 
sile  defense  system  that  the  President  plans  to 
deploy  will  invalidate  it.. .If  you  were  a  Chinese  rock¬ 
et  scientist  you  would  be  thinking  very  seriously 
about  how  to  preserve  China's  nuclear  deterrent." 
(Carnegie  Endow^ment  for  International  Peace,  Issue 
Brief,  March  22,  2001.). 

The  Chinese  are  not  likely  to  sit  idly  by  while  the 
U.S.  works  to  deploy  an  effective  missile  shield. 
There  are  reports  that  China  has  already  begun  to 
modernize  its  nuclear  forces.  If  the  U.S.  provokes 
China  to  continue  down  this  path,  by  2011,  China 
will  have  far  more  formidable  nuclear  weapons  than 
it  has  now. 


For  the  past  two  decades,  the  Chinese  government 
has  focused  primarily  on  developing  the  nation's 
economic  power,  rather  than  its  military  power. 
Leaders  have  made  dramatic  economic  reforms 
and  have  increased  China's  engagement  with  the 
other  nations.  The  changes  that  this  approach  has 
wrought  (both  within  China  and  in  China's  rela¬ 
tions  with  the  world  community)  have,  on  balance, 
been  positive. 

Confrontational  U.S.  military  policies  such  as  the 
missile  shield  threaten  continued  economic  and 
political  reform  within  China.  Such  policies  would 
likely  lead  the  Chinese  government  to  divert  scarce 
resources  to  its  military.  These  policies  will  pro¬ 
vide  fuel  for  anti-western  Chinese  nationalists  and 
militarists  who  oppose  continued  economic  and 
political  reform.  Is  this  the  direction  that  we  in  the 
U.S.  want  our  relations  with  China  to  take  in  the 
years  ahead?  ■ 


I 
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The  Sky-High  Costs 

Between  1985  and  2000,  the  U.S.  spent  over  $51  bil¬ 
lion  on  ballistic  missile  shield  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  (R&D).  This  does  not  include  R&D  expendi¬ 
tures  for  so  called  “theater  missile  defenses"  which 
are  being  developed  to  defend  smaller  areas  such  as 
military  bases  against  attacks  from  short  and  medi¬ 
um  range  missiles. 

In  2001,  ballistic  missile  shield  R&D  will  consume 
over  $2.3  billion.  Though  the  Bush  administration 
has  yet  to  release  its  FY02  budget  request,  the  Penta¬ 
gon  said  recently  that  it  would  request  an  additional 
$1  billion  for  all  missile  shield  programs  in  FY02  and 
an  additional  $8  billion  over  the  next  seven  years. 

The  eventual  cost,  howe\^er,  is  likely  to  be  much 
higher.  Pres.  Clinton's  land-based  (only)  missile 


The  False  Promise 

The  huge  economic  gap  that  separates  the  global 
haves  from  the  have-nots  is,  arguably,  the  most  sig¬ 
nificant  destabilizing  force  in  the  world  today.  Hun¬ 
dreds  of  millions  of  people  around  the  world  are 
enveloped  in  grinding  poverty  with  little  or  no  hope 
that  their  lives  or  the  lives  of  their  children  might 
improve,  short  of  drastic  action. 

The  desperation  provoked  by  these  conditions, 
when  combined  with  an  awareness  of  the  affluence 
of  some  other  nations,  fuels  global  instability.  We 
see  this  in  the  mass  migrations,  particularly  from 
poor  Southern  Hemisphere  nations  to  wealthy, 
industrialized  Northern  Hemisphere  countries. 

Extreme  inequality  is  a  form  of  violence  committed 
by  the  wealthy  against  those  who  are  at  the  bottom 
of  the  economic  and  social  ladder.  This  systemic 
violence  can  provoke  physical  violence,  such  as  ter¬ 
rorism,  on  the  part  of  those  who  are  so  sorely 
oppressed.  Wealthy  nations  can  attempt  to  suppress 
the  threat  of  violence,  but  this  involves  more  vio¬ 
lence.  The  only  way  to  end  the  cycle  of  violence  is  to 
relieve  the  extreme  inequality. 

A  missile  shield  will  do  nothing  to  address  the  sys¬ 
temic  violence  that  is  at  the  root  of  global  instability 
and  insecurity.  It  will  only  aggrav^ate  these  prob- 


of  a  Missile  Shield 

shield  was  projected  to  cost  $60  billion.  Pres.  Bush's 
plan  is  likely  to  include  anti-missile  weapons  sys¬ 
tems  deployed  in  space,  on  aircraft,  at  sea,  as  well  as 
on  land.  Total  development  and  acquisition  costs 
may  well  exceed  $200  billion. 

Rep.  Spratt  (SC),  ranking  member  of  the  House  Bud¬ 
get  Committee,  observ^ed,  “The  President's  [May  1] 
speech  [on  global  security]  did  not  talk  about  the 
budgetary  implications  of  national  missile  defense. 
Last  Friday,  USA  Today  reported  that  Secy.  Rums¬ 
feld  plans  to  ask  for  $200  billion  to  $300  billion  more 
for  defense  over  the  next  six  years.  If  we  add  these 
increases  to  the  budget  the  President  has  already  put 
on  the  table,  we  will  tap  into  the  Medicare  surplus  in 
most  of  the  next  ten  years  and  probably  tap  into  the 
Social  Security  surplus  as  well."  ■ 


of  a  Missile  Shield 

lems.  The  wealthiest  nation  in  the  world  will  dedi¬ 
cate  billions  of  dollars  to  a  weapons  system  instead 
of  committing  that  money  to  relieving  global  pover¬ 
ty.  And  poorer  nations  that  feel  threatened  by  the 
overwhelming  military  might  of  the  U.S.  will  divert 
scarce  resources  to  military  efforts  rather  than  to 
meeting  human  needs. 

Bread  for  the  World  (BFW)  reports  that  one  out  of 
every  three  people  in  sub-Saharan  Africa  is  chroni¬ 
cally  undernourished.  Half  the  population  (over  290 
million  people)  lives  in  extreme  poverty.  BFW  esti¬ 
mates  that  an  extra  $4  billion  per  year  in  poverty- 
focused  development  assistance  would  cut  hunger 
in  half  by  2015. 

Education  is  key  to  attaining  economic  security.  Yet, 
about  120  million  children  around  the  world  never 
go  to  school.  Poverty  and  hunger  force  tens  of  mil¬ 
lions  more  to  drop  out  of  school  early.  A  new  pro¬ 
gram  encourages  school  attendance  in  developing 
countries  by  providing  free  meals  for  children.  This 
year,  the  “Global  Food  for  Education  Initiative"  will 
provide  lunches  for  9  million  children  in  38  countries 
at  a  cost  of  $300  million.  For  about  $7  billion  per 
year,  the  program  could  cover  the  estimated  300  mil¬ 
lion  children  in  greatest  need. 

(continued  on  page  7) 
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The  De-Alerting  Campaign  Goes  to  College 

Two  of  FCNL's  Legislative  Interns,  Jessica  Braider  standing  against  the  wall  because  there  weren't 

and  Lydia  Milnes,  visited  Haverford  and  Bryn  Mawr  enough  seats.  We  expected  to  get  20  letters  written, 
colleges  in  April  to  educate  and  organize  students  as  and  we  had  almost  60.  The  trip  showed  me  that 

advocates  of  de-alerting  nuclear  weapons.  Here  are  young  adults  really  do  want  to  be  taking  political 

some  of  their  reflections  on  the  experience.  action  and  are  interested  in  what's  going  on. 


What  is  de-alerting  nuclear  lueapons? 

Lydia  (LM);  De-alerting  is  an  important  aspect  of 
nuclear  weapons  policy.  It  involves  taking  nuclear 
weapons  off  hair-trigger  alert,  thus  lengthening  the 
amount  of  time  it  takes  to  launch  a  nuclear 
weapon  and  decreasing  the  chances  of  starting  an 
accidental  war. 

Wliif  did  you  take  the  de-alerting  campaign  to  college 
campuses? 

LM:  This  trip  was  part  of  a  broader  campaign  to 
organize  people  on  this  issue.  We  wanted  to  get 
young  adults  involved  in  the  campaign. 

What  sorts  of  things  did  you  do  at  the  colleges? 

Jessica  (JB):  We  held  information  sessions  at  both 
Bryn  Mawr  and  Haverford  to  educate  people  about 
de-alerting.  We  also  talked  to  a  lot  of  people  infor¬ 
mally  about  the  issue,  about  FCNL,  and  about  the 
internship  program.  At  Haverford,  we  also 
"tabled,"  which  means  we  set  up  an  information 
table  in  the  dining  hall.  When  people  came  to  eat, 
we  asked  them  to  write  letters  to  their  members  of 
Congress  on  de-alerting. 

Do  you  think  the  trip  zvas  successful? 

JB:  No  question.  We  expected  to  have  5-10  people  at 
the  info  sessions,  and  we  had  25.  People  were 

False  Promise  (continued  from  page  6) 

The  AIDS  pandemic  that  has  devastated  parts  of 
Africa  is  spreading  rapidly  in  India,  China,  and  else¬ 
where.  In  Africa,  over  17  million  people  have  died, 
25  million  are  estimated  to  be  HIV-positive,  and 
over  12  million  children  have  been  orphaned. 
UNAIDS  estimates  it  would  cost  $10-20  billion  per 
year  to  stem  the  pandemic  in  developing  countries. 

Implementing  all  three  of  these  programs  would 
cost  about  as  much  over  ten  years  as  the  proposed 
missile  shield.  Together,  these  human  needs  pro¬ 
grams  would  buy  far  more  global  security  than  the 
missile  shield  could  ever  provide.  ■ 


LM:  I  was  also  pleased  to  see  that  people  were  read¬ 
ing  the  information  and  looking  at  the  video  on  de- 
alerting  before  they  wrote  letters.  Students  really 
seemed  to  want  to  be  informed  about  the  issue. 


What  luas  the  high  point  of  the  trip  for  you? 

JB:  Putting  all  the  letters  that  people  had  written  in 
the  mail,  because  it  was  such  a  big  stack. 

LM:  Seeing  all  the  people  at  the  info  sessions.  Hav¬ 
ing  been  a  student  at  Haverford,  1  remember  that  it 
was  hard  to  get  involved  in  extra  activities  because  1 
didn't  have  the  time.  1  was  especially  pleased  by  the 
turnout  because  1  know  everyone  was  already  busy 
but  they  came  anyway.  ■ 


You  Can  Help  "  ' . 

jlllllUlllli 

Funding  for  missile  shield  research 
and  development  will  be  included 
in  the  military  appropriations  and  authorization 
bills.  These  bills  will  be  debated  in  Congress 
over  this  summer  and  in  the  fall. 

Please  contact  your  legislators  today.  Urge  them 
to  oppose  all  funding  for  the  missile  shield  pro¬ 
gram.  Point  out  that  a  missile  shield  is  an 
expensive  mistake.  It  will  not  improve  global 
security  and  is  the  wrong  approach  to  a  poten¬ 
tial  ballistic  missile  threat.  Rather,  it  will  lead  to 
more  weapons  proliferation  and  new  threats. 

Urge  your  members  to  support  constructive 
measures  to  address  security  threats.  These 
include  (1)  active  diplomacy  to  convert  potential 
foes  into  friends,  (2)  promoting  arms  control  and 
disarmament,  and  (3)  funding  poverty-relief, 
nutrition,  health  care,  and  education  programs 
in  the  world's  poorest  nations.  Investing  $200 
billion  or  more  over  the  next  ten  years  in  these 
programs  will  buy  far  more  global  security  than 
any  missile  shield  could  ever  provide. 
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Federal  Executions  Resume 

After  a  38-year  lull,  federal  executions  resumed  this  How  much  more  likely  are  such  errors  to  occur  in 
month  with  two  executions:  Timothy  McVeigh  on  lower-profile  trials? 

June  11  and  Juan  Raul  Garza  on  June  19.  Nineteen 

other  men  sit  on  death  row  in  the  federal  execution  The  exoneration  of  some  death  row  inmates  has 
facility  at  Terre  Haute,  IN.  revealed  instances  of  police  and  prosecutorial  mis¬ 

conduct.  Ti  ere  is  persuasive  evidence  of  racial,  eth- 
We  deeply  regret  Pres.  Bush's  decision  to  allow  the  nic,  and  geographic  disparities  in  the  application  of 

de  facto  moratorium  on  federal  executions  to  be  bro-  the  death  penalty.  Juries  are  not  always  instructed 

ken.  In  doing  so,  he  has  moved  the  United  States  about  how  to  consider  mitigating  factors, 

another  notch  away  from  the  international  human 

rights  norm.  Well  over  half  the  countries  in  the  There  is  no  way  to  prevent  innocent  persons  from 

world,  including  nearly  all  industrialized  nations,  being  sentenced  to  death.  Once  carried  out,  that 

have  either  eliminated  or  sharply  restricted  their  use  sentence  is  irreversible, 
of  the  death  penalty.  In  contrast,  30  U.S.  states  have 

death  penalty  statutes  and  have  executed  people  in  But,  ultimately,  we  oppose  capital  punishment 
recent  years.  With  the  execution  of  Timothy  because  of  our  core  conviction  that  the  death  penalty 

McVeigh  and  Juan  Garza  and  the  impending  execu-  denies  the  sacredness  of  human  life  and  because  it 

tion  of  others  at  Terre  Haute,  the  federal  government  violates  our  belief  in  the  human  capacity  for  change, 
can  now  be  added  to  the  number  of  U.S.  jurisdic-  The  use  of  the  death  penalty  by  the  state  powerfully 

tions  that  kill  persons  convicted  of  wrong-doing.  reinforces  the  idea  that  killing  can  be  a  proper  way 

of  responding  to  those  who  have  wronged  us. 

We  can  advance  many  reasons  for  ending  the  use  of 

the  death  penalty.  Executing  criminals  does  not  We  deplore  the  deadly  acts  committed  by  Timothy 

effectively  address  the  roots  of  violence  in  our  soci-  McVeigh,  Juan  Garza,  and  others.  We  grieve  with 
ety.  It  has  not  been  shown  to  effectively  deter  the  those  who  suffered,  and  continue  to  suffer,  physical- 

sorts  of  crimes  for  which  it  is  applied.  It  does  not  ly  and  emotionally,  from  these  senseless  and 

restore  liv'es  destroyed  by  acts  of  violence.  destructive  actions.  We  commit  ourselves  anew  to 

the  effort  to  peacefully  reduce  violence  in  our  com- 

There  are  sound  reasons  to  question  the  accuracy  munities,  nation,  and  world  by  working  to  eliminate 

and  fairness  of  death  penalty  application.  Even  in  a  the  seeds  of  violence.  And  we  call  upon  members  of 

trial  conducted  as  carefully  as  that  of  Timothy  Congress  and  the  President  to  end  use  of  the  death 

McVeigh,  a  significant  error  occurred  when  the  FBI  penalty  in  the  U.S.  ■ 

failed  to  turn  over  documents  to  the  defense  team. 


